Appl. No. 10/684,055 PATENT 
Amdt. dated June 25, 2007 

Amendment under 37 CFR 1.116 Expedited Procedure 
Examining Group 2 1 62 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This Amendment is in response to the Office Action mailed February 23, 2007. Claims I 
1-3 and 5-20 (claim 4 is incorrectly listed as pending in the Office Action) were pending in the 
present application. This Amendment amends claim 1, without adding or canceling any claims, 
leaving pending in the application claims 1-3 and 5-20. Reconsideration of the rejected claims is 
respectfully requested. 

I. Rejection under §101 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. It is respectfully submitted that claim 1 as amended recites an "integration server 
system" including "processor" for executing instructions and a "database" for storing data. 
Claim 1 also recites a "model application programming interface" able to provide a client 
application with access to the set of data object instances for use in executing a process for the 
client application, as well as a "metadata application programming interface" providing the client 
application with access to the set of data object instances whereby the client is able to create and 
update data objects by modifying metadata for the set of object instances without accessing the 
data object instances through the model application programming interface. It is respectfully 
submitted that this system includes physical components allowing applications to access and 
manipulate data object instances via processes of the client application, and as such recites 
statutory subject matter. The other pending claims depend from this claim and thus also recite 
statutory subject matter for at least the same reasons. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the rejection with respect to claims 1-20 be withdrawn. 

II. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 1, 2, 3, 16, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being rendered 
obvious by Trappen (US Publication No. 2004/0015814) in view of Komine (US 6,728,727) and 
Brickmore (US 2003/0206170). Applicants respectfully submit that the elements of these claims 
are not taught, suggested, or rendered obvious by these references. 
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For example, Applicants' claim 1 as amended recites an integration server system 
comprising: 

a processor operable to execute instructions stored in a data storage medium; 

a database operable to store data accessible to the processor; 

a database schema configured to store a set of data object instances in the database; 

a metadata model representing a configuration of the set of data object instances in 
the database schema; 

a model application programming interface operable to provide a client application with 
access to the set of data object instances as separate data objects, whereby the client application is 
able to access data for use in executing a process for the client application; and 

a metadata application programming interface adapted to provide a client 
application with access to definitions for the set of data object directly within the database 
schema instances via the metadata model, whereby the client is able to create and update 
data objects by modifying metadata for the set of object instances without accessing the data 
object instances through the model application programming interface, 

wherein the database schema includes a sequence attribute adapted to preserve an 
ordered association between the set of data object instances, such that an intermediate 
sequence attribute instance has a random value between a pair of values of a pair of 
adjacent sequence attribute instances, whereby the client application and any additional 
application are able to concurrently alter the ordered association using different random 
values for different data object instances 

{emphasis added). Such limitations are not taught or suggested by these references. 

For example, Trappen describes a database manipulation interface wherein data is 
organized and accessed as data objects, instead of by traditional methods such as tables and 
columns (paragraphs [0052]-[0054]). Each of these objects includes an API that expose the 
methods of the respective object (paragraph [0071]), and these objects can be accessed by an 
application through an appropriate query (paragraphs [01 1 1]-[[01 13]). Instead of returning an 
entire data object as a result of a query, the system is able to return a data set from a data object 
instead of returning the entire data object (paragraph [0113]). This is very different from what is 
recited in Applicants' claim 1, however, as Trappen does not teach or suggest a metadata API 
that allows a client application to access data model definitions, such as by specifying attribute 
pairs, generally without having to access the data objects through the data model API. Further, 
as recognized in the Office Action on page 6, Trappen does not teach or suggest a database 
schema including a sequence attribute including use of a random value between adjacent 
sequence attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to the data. As such, Trappen 
cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1 . 
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Komine does not make up for the deficiencies in Trappen with respect to claim 1 . 
Koimine teaches a system for managing persistent objects in a data storing system (col. 1, lines 
10-19), and is cited as teaching that a database schema includes a sequence attribute adapted to 
preserve an ordered association between the set of data object instances (OA p. 6). Komine does 
not, however, teach or suggest an intermediate sequence attribute instance having a random 
value between a pair of values of a pair of adjacent sequence attribute instances, whereby a client 
application and any additional application are able to concurrently alter the ordered association 
using different random values for different data object instances. Further, Komine does not teach 
or suggest a metadata API that allows a client application to access data model definitions, such 
as by specifying attribute pairs, generally without having to access the data objects through the 
data model API. As such, Komine cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1, either alone or in 
combination with Trappen. 

Brickmore does not make up for the deficiencies in Trappen and Komine with respect to 
Applicants' claim 1 . Brickmore is directed to creating a personal avatar, and as such is non- 
analogous prior art. Further, Brickmore is cited as teaching the generation of a random number 
between two specified numbers (OA p. 7), but this is merely a primitive of the avatar file and 
appears to be used in selecting random scripts to be executed for the avatar, such as playing an 
audio file or executing a movement of the avatar (paragraphs [0053]-[0057]). There would be no 
motivation to combine the random avatar action of Brickmore with the database management 
systems of Trappen and Komine. Even if the references were combined, however, Brickmore 
does not teach or suggest a database schema including a sequence attribute including use of a 
random value between adjacent sequence attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to 
the data. Brickmore also does not teach or suggest a metadata API that allows a client 
application to access data model definitions, such as by specifying attribute pairs, generally 
without having to access the data objects through the data model API. As such, Brickmore 
cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1, either alone or in any combination with Trappen and 
. Komine. As such, claim 1 and the claims that depend therefrom cannot be rendered obvious by 
any combination of Trappen, Komine, and Brickmore. 
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Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. §103 (a) as being rendered obvious by Trappen in 
view of Komine and Brickmore and further in view of Burges (US 2003/0236787). Claim 5 as 
amended depends from claim 1, which is not rendered obvious by the combination of Trappen, 
Komine, and Brickmore as discussed above Burges teaches automated database matching 
(paragraph [0007]), and is cited as teaching a floating point value (OA p. 9). Such teaching does 
not, however, make up for the above-referenced deficiencies in Trappen, Komine, and Brickmore 
with respect to claims 1 or 5, such that Burges cannot render these claims obvious, alone or in 
any combination with these references. 

Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being rendered obvious by 
Trappen in view of Komine and Bickmore and further in view of O'Leary (US 2001/0050675). 
Claims 6 and 7 depend from claim 1 , which is not rendered obvious by Trappen, Komine, and 
Bickmore as discussed above. O'Leary does not make up for the deficiencies in Trappen, 
Komine, and Bickmore with respect to Applicants' claim 1, as O'Leary fails to teach or suggest a 
database schema including a sequence attribute including use of a random value between 
adjacent sequence attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to the data, or a metadata 
API that allows a client application to access data model definitions, such as by specifying 
attribute pairs, generally without having to access the data objects through the data model API. 
As such, O'Leary cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1 or dependent claims 6 and 7, either 
alone or in any combination with Trappen, Komine, and Bickmore. 

Claims 8, 9, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being rendered obvious by 
Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and O'Leary in view of Oba (US 5,303,147). Claims 8, 9, and 20 
depend from claim 1, which is not rendered obvious by Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and O'Leary 
as discussed above. Oba does not make up for the deficiencies in these references with respect 
to Applicants' claim 1, as Oba fails to teach or suggest a database schema including a sequence 
attribute including use of a random value between adjacent sequence attribute instances that 



Page 9 of 12 



Appl. No. 10/684,055 PATENT 
Amdt. dated June 25, 2007 

Amendment under 37 CFR 1.116 Expedited Procedure 
Examining Group 2162 

allows for concurrent access to the data, or a metadata API that allows a client application to 
access data model definitions, such as by specifying attribute pairs, generally without having to 
access the data objects through the data model API. As such, Oba cannot render obvious 
Applicants' claim 1 or dependent claims 8, 9, and 20, either alone or in any combination with 
Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and O'Leary. 

Claims 10, 15, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. §103 (a) as being rendered obvious by 
Trappen, Komine, and Bickmore in view of George (US 6,996,566). Claims 10, 15, and 19 
depend from claim 1, which is not rendered obvious by Trappen, Komine, and Bickmore as 
discussed above. George does not make up for the deficiencies in Trappen, Komine, and 
Bickmore with respect to Applicants' claim 1 , as George fails to teach or suggest a database 
schema including a sequence attribute including use of a random value between adjacent 
sequence attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to the data, or a metadata API that 
allows a client application to access data model definitions, such as by specifying attribute pairs, 
generally without having to access the data objects through the data model API. As such, 
George cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1 or dependent claims 10, 15, and 19, either 
alone or in combination with Trappen, Komine, and Bickmore. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being rendered obvious by 
Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George in view of Wetherbee (US 5,937,409). Claims 1 1 and 
12 depend from claim 1, which is not rendered obvious by Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and 
George as discussed above. Wetherbee does not make up for the deficiencies in Trappen, 
Komine, Bickmore and George with respect to Applicants' claim 1, as Wetherbee fails to teach or 
suggest a database schema including a sequence attribute including use of a random value 
between adjacent sequence attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to the data, or a 
metadata API that allows a client application to access data model definitions, such as by 
specifying attribute pairs, generally without having to access the data objects through the data 
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model API. As such, Wetherbee cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 1 or dependent claims 
1 1 and 12, either alone or in any combination with Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being rendered obvious by Trappen, 
Komine, Bickmore and George in view of Mather (US 2005/0055363). Claim 14 is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being rendered obvious by Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George 
in view of Horn (US 5,226,158). Claims 13 and 14 depend from claim 1, which is not rendered 
obvious by Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George as discussed above. Neither Mather nor 
Horn make up for the deficiencies in Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George with respect to 
Applicants' claim 1 , as Mather and Horn each fail to teach or suggest a database schema 
including a sequence attribute including use of a random value between adjacent sequence 
attribute instances that allows for concurrent access to the data, or a metadata API that allows a 
client application to access data model definitions, such as by specifying attribute pairs, 
generally without having to access the data objects through the data model API. As such, neither 
Mather nor Horn can render obvious Applicants' claim 1 or dependent claims 13 and 14, either 
alone or in any combination with Trappen, Komine, Bickmore and George. 

Applicants therefore respectfully request that the obviousness rejections with respect to 
these claims be withdrawn. 

VI. Amendment to the Claims 

Unless otherwise specified, amendments to the claims are made for purposes of clarity, 
and are not intended to alter the scope of the claims or limit any equivalents thereof. The 
amendments are supported by the specification and do not add new matter. 
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In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe all claims now pending in this 



Application are in condition for allowance and an action to that end is respectfully requested. 



If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 



this application, please telephone the undersigned at 925-472-5000. 



TOWNSEND and TOWNSEND and CREW LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 

San Francisco, California 941 1 1-3834 

Tel: 925-472-5000 

Fax: 415-576-0300 

Attachments 

JDL:jdl 

61084301 v1 



CONCLUSION 
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